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AGENDA

Desert Conservation Program Community Advisory Committee Meeting
County Of Clark, State Of Nevada

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a meeting of the Desert Conservation Program Community Advisory 
Committee (CAC) has been called and will be held on Thursday, March 18, 2010, beginning at 2:30 p.m. at 
the Regional Transportation Commission Building, 600 Grand Central Pkwy, Room 108, Las Vegas, Nevada. 
Below is an agenda of all items scheduled to be considered. Unless otherwise stated, items may be taken 
out of the order presented on the agenda.

1. Opening and Introductions

2. Approval of Meeting Notes from the February 2010 CAC meeting - Action Item

3. Review & Adopt CAC Guiding Principle on Mitigation - Action Item

4. Discussion of Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation - Action Item

Goal:  �s�¬�¬�4�O�¬�C�O�N�T�I�N�U�E�¬�D�I�S�C�U�S�S�I�O�N�S�¬�R�E�G�A�R�D�I�N�G�¬�M�I�T�I�G�A�T�I�O�N�¬�R�E�Q�U�I�R�E�D�¬�F�O�R�¬�A�N�¬�A�M�E�N�D�E�D�¬�-�3�(�#�0

5.  Public Comment

 No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item of the agenda until the matter itself has been 
speci�cally included on an agenda as an item upon which action will be taken.  Speakers are asked to sign 
in to speak.  Speakers are asked to introduce themselves with their name and af�liation, if any, before 
speaking.  Each speaker will be limited to three minutes.

6. Meeting Wrap Up and Closing

Goals:  �s�¬�¬�¬�4�O�¬�R�E�C�A�P�¬�M�E�E�T�I�N�G�¬�R�E�S�U�L�T�S�¬�A�N�D�¬�I�D�E�N�T�I�F�Y�¬�F�O�L�L�O�W��U�P�¬�A�C�T�I�V�I�T�I�E�S
�s�¬ To outline agenda topics for the next meeting

7. Adjourn
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Meeting Date

Meeting #12 Thursday, January 14, 2010
Meeting #13 Thursday, February 18, 2010
Meeting #14 Thursday, March 18, 2010
Meeting #15 Thursday, April 8, 2010 **This meeting held from 2:00pm-5:00pm**
Meeting #16 Thursday, May 20, 2010
Meeting #17 Thursday, June 10, 2010
Meeting #18 Thursday, July 15, 2010
Meeting #19 Thursday, August 26, 2010
Meeting #20 Thursday, September 16, 2010
Meeting #21 Thursday, October 7, 2010
Meeting #22 **Wednesday, November 17, 2010 
Meeting #23 Thursday, December 9, 2010

             

Community Advisory Committee Meeting Dates

Committee meetings will be held from 2:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. at the Regional Transportation Commission Building, 600 
Grand Central Pkwy, Room 108, Las Vegas, Nevada.  The scheduled meeting dates are listed below:
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Presentation on Avoidance, Mitigation & Minimization Measures



Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation

March 18, 2010



In developing a conservation strategy, the following 
criteria are being used to evaluate specific conservation 
measures:

1.
 

FWS Recommended/Required

2.
 

Biologically Necessary and Purposeful

3.
 

Practical

4.
 

Measurable Effect/Impact

5.
 

Cost Effective

Conservation Strategy



Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the ESA: 
•

 
HCP must specify steps to minimize and mitigate the 
impact of the taking

Section 10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA: 
•

 
FWS will approve HCPs

 
if the impacts of the take are 

minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent 
practicable

Conservation Strategy



What constitutes “maximum extent practicable”?
•

 
Is the mitigation scientifically and rationally related to 
the level and impact of taking?

•

 
Is the minimization and mitigation commensurate with 
the taking?

•

 
Does the mitigation address all covered species?

•

 
Practicable as “reasonably capable of being 
accomplished”

Maximum Extent Practicable



Criteria

The following criteria were used to evaluate each of the 
proposed covered species to determine if specific 
avoidance and minimization measures are warranted:

1.
 

Relative Impact

2.
 

Range

3.
 

Detectability

4.
 

Rescue Success

5.
 

Persistence with Disturbance



Criteria

1.
 

Relative Impact
•

 

Measures the relative impact of covered activities 
on known occurrences and potential habitat within 
the plan area.  

•

 

Species with relatively high impacts would have a 
greater need for avoidance and minimization 
measures to reduce impacts and thus would be 
more suitable for avoidance and minimization 
measures.



Results



Criteria

2.
 

Range
•

 

Species with restricted ranges are more likely to 
need avoidance and minimization measures than 
species with wider ranges that will not benefit 
biologically as much from these measures.



Results



Criteria

3.
 

Detectability
•

 

Ease of detection of a species is a measure of how 
difficult or expensive surveys will be to determine 
presence/absence of species.  

•

 

Species that are easy to detect will have much 
lower costs for avoidance measures and are thus 
more suitable for avoidance and minimization 
measures.



Results



Criteria

4.
 

Rescue Success
•

 

The chance of success of translocating
 

individuals 
to another site.  Species that respond positively to 
translocation/salvage efforts tend to be more 
suitable for avoidance and minimization.



Results



Criteria

5.
 

Persistence with Disturbance
•

 

The chance of persistence on a fragmented 
development site if the species was avoided on 
site.   

•

 

Species that are more adaptable to disturbance 
are more suitable candidates for avoidance and 
minimization.



Results



Results



Impact Zones 

Where are avoidance and minimization measures 
appropriate/necessary?

•
 

Not all covered species occur in all parts of the plan 
area (Clark County)

•
 

Not all parts of the plan area are suitable habitat for 
covered species



Urban Areas (Zone A) 

•

 
Majority of vacant land near or adjacent to developed land 

•

 
Wild desert tortoises and burrowing owls are absent or are 
very unlikely to occur

•

 
Would also be developed for Mesquite, Boulder City and 
other communities where applicable

•

 
Roughly commensurate with no pick-up boundary for pet 
tortoises

•

 
No specific AMMs

 
are recommended for these areas; call 

hotline for pick-up if a tortoise is seen on-site



Future Urban Areas (Zone B) 

•

 
Generally characterized by natural land-cover types with 
varying levels of disturbance and development

•

 
Las Vegas Valley-delineated as area between the Zone A 
and either the Ultimate Development Boundary or BLM 
Disposal Boundary

•

 
Other areas may have similar boundaries defined by city 
limits at time of permit issuance

•

 
AMMs

 
would focus on the avoidance of take of individual 

animals detected by surface observation and limited 
surveys (i.e. tortoise and burrowing owl clearance surveys)



All Other Areas (Zone C) 

•

 
All areas in the study area (Clark County) that are not in 
Zones A or B

•

 
Areas with no development or limited, low-density 
development surrounded by large amounts of natural land 
cover

•

 
More likely to be adjacent to conservation areas for a 
variety of covered species

•

 
AMMs

 
would focus on more intensive surveys and 

avoidance measures to increase the likelihood of detection, 
and minimize the chances of harming individual covered 
species, such as desert tortoise and burrowing owl



Proposed AMMs

 
by Zone 



Questions?
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Letter from FWS regarding Burrowing Owl
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Committee Responses to Data Gathering Exercise

What do You Like About it?

• Easy to see/follow how each species ranks over the full range of criteria.

• Zones are a good approach

• Zones

• I agree with measures! Seems simple to process/put in place

• Summarizes lots of data

• I agree with the Zone A-B-C approach

• Impact zones very well defi ned

• Hopefully incentivises infi ll development (Zones)



March 2010 CAC Meeting Summary

page 21

Appendix E

Committee Responses to Data Gathering Exercise

What Additional Information Do You Need?

• Impact of minimization vs. mitigation. How much do we get out of minimization techniques vs. just doing mitigation?

• How much more will B and C cost to developers?

• Table 1 needs legend: source info and reference too.

• Future growth boundaries change the rules

• Rehabilitation breeding programs to propagate species credit back to HCP

• How/when/why is the burrowing owl now on par with the desert tortoise?

• What end of the scale - AMM (hard to detect or easy to detect; large range or small range)

• Money for AMMs - Developer performs and pays?

• Is zone designation fl uid along the continuum?

• What is a limited survey?

• What does “Additional species specifi c avoidance and minimization measures” mean for zone B?

• How has the lack of survey and relocation in LVV impacted long term survival?

• How do long term survey and relocation benefi t long term survival in the wild?

• What problem is driving the addition of avoidance measures?

• Have relative impacts of amount of take to date been measured?

• Who funds activities under B?

• If fees don’t increase, how do we fund?

• Is it possible that $ spent on surveys and avoidance better spent on mitigation in the wild? How do we know?

• Is it legal to designate “zones” for avoidance? - On future lands - public

• What is real difference between A and B as relates to habitat?

• Are tortoises detectable? What is the criteria?

• Are there going to be incentives (fi nancial or otherwise) to concentrate development (1) Zone A, (2) Zone B, (3) Zone 

C?
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Committee Responses to Data Gathering Exercise

What Are Your Concerns?

• Too many unkowns e.g. - rescue a gila monster by moving her but will she survive? For how 
long?

• Flexing zones - why have a baseline then?

• Flexing the zones over 50 years could result in very little conservation.

• Defi nition of terms. Need to revisit “minimize vs. mitigation”

• Not sure what Flood Control based Ultimate Boundary on.

• No increase in fees! Accountability of $ any future project . Pre- and post-accounting!

• In my experience “experts” have such a vested interest in their species that they are never 
really objective.
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Committee Responses to Data Gathering Exercise

Other Thoughts?

• Fees should be commensurate with zones

• Looking forward to hearing from scientist
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Southern Nevada Homebuilders Assocation Statement before the CAC




